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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco. CA 941 05

Apr i l  15 ,  1 -996

Mr. David Song
Department of the Navy
Engineer ing F ie ld  Act iv i ty ,  West
900 Commodore Dr ive,  Code 1,8242
San  Bruno ,  CA 94066

RE:  Dra f t  Enq inee r inq  Eva lua t i on /Cos t  Ana lys i s  S i te  IR -1 /21 :
Industrial Landfi l l  Groundwater Plume

Dear  Mr .  Song :

EPA has reviewed the above referenced document prepared by PRC
Envi ronmenta l  Management ,  Inc.  and submit ted on March 13,  1996,
and has t.he fol lowins comments:

General Coffinentss: .

(1 )  A  ma jo r  f ac to r  i n  t he  reques t  f o r  rev i s ion  o f  t he  d ra f t
Parcel E lR-1,/21, EE/CA was the mutual decision reached
between the regulatory agencies and the Navy to screen
det ,ected concentrat ions against  the most  s t r ingent  screening
cr i ter ia  for  sur face waLer  qual i ty .  For  t .h is  reason,  i t  was
agreed that. t .he Bay and Estuary Plan Object. ives were to be
used in conjunction with Ambient Wat.er Quality Criteria, and
Regional  Water  Qual i ty  Contro l  Board Basin Plan Object ives
and t .he most  s t r ingent  cr i ter ia  of  the three used as the
screening level .  Breaking the screening process in to a T ier
1 and Tier 2 approach seems to defy this reasoning and
statements made to just i fy  the t iered approach are
complete ly  inadequate.  Is ta tements on pagies 32 and 33 are
as fo l lows:  "The Navy wants to  proceed wi th  a removal
act ion and incorporate regulatory  requests in t .o  the decis ion
process;  therefore,  has agreed to in t ,egrate bay and estuary
plan object ives and e l iminated the d i lu t ion/migrat ion
factor" and the subsequent statement "Therefore, the Navy
believes it .  may not be appropriate to use bay and estuary
object ives to  t r igger  groundwater  removal  act . ions aL HPA".
These two sentences are basica l ly  s tat ing that  to  p lacate
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( 2 )

the regulatory agencies, bay and estuary numbers wil l  be
looked at  as a screening cr i ter ia ,  but  then put  as ide,  and
not, used to drive any decisions regarding the groundwater
removal  act ions. l  P lease come to an agreement  wi th  the
Regional  Water  Qual i ty  Contro l  Board as to  the appropr ia te
screening levels and subsequent decision making and then
fu11y expla in th is  agreement  in  the EE/CA. Wi thout  th is
background information and a clearly explained approach t.o
deciding which cont.aminants pose an environmental threat,
the document cannot be properly evaluat.ed.

This  removal  act ion focuses on contro l l ing PCBs in to the Bay
from lR-t/21,. HPALs for groundwater are currently being
calcu lated,  and so i t  is  d i f f icu l t  to  determine whether
concentrat ions of  inorganics detected in  moni tor ing wel l
samples for t.his site exceed those for background
condit ions. Since it  has been acknowledged that an
evaluation of ambient. condit ions is beyond the scope of this
EE/CA, such statements as " the spat ia l  d is t r ibut ion of  many
meta ls  was not  character is t ic  o f  po int -source-re lated
con tamina t i on "  i n  Sec t i on  2 .7  .L  and  "un less  s t ronq  ev idence
indicates inorganic compounds are Navy-related" in Sect. ion
3.1 should be deleted.  P lease be aware that  a l though
inorganics contamination is considered beyond the scope of
t.his removal action, doy inorganics contaminat. ion from IR-
L/21,  and any necessary remedia l  act . ion wi l l  have to  be
addressed at  a  la ter  date.

The screening cr i ter ia  upon which removal  act ion decis ions
for  th is  s i te  were based (Bay and Estuary p lan object ives,
RWQCB basin plan object. ives and Ambient Water Quality
Cr i ter ia)  are not  prov ided in  the documenL,  making i t  very
d i f f icu l t  t .o  ver i fy  the concl -us ions drawn.  Table 6,  g iv ing
Tier  2  screening leveIs ,  is  confus ing and needs more
background information and better explanat. ion in the
foot .notes (see comment  (1)  above)  .  Table 9,  compar ing
maximum detected concentrations against sewer discharge
requirements, is provided for the reader yet does not answer
the basic questions of whether the POTW has agreed to accept
d ischarge f rom t .he fac i l i ty  generated by th is  removal  act ion
or  whether  the fac i l i ty  wi l l  be able to  meet .  the ind i rect
discharger permits requirements without treatment.. Please
give thought. to providing information that wil l  support
recommendat ions and conclus ions in  the text .

Quality control on t.his document should check for
consistency between data presented, and provide explanations
for  inconsis tenc ies.  For  inst .ance,  the maximum
concentrat ions s tated in  Table 7 d i f fer  in  some cases f rom
the maximum concentrations qiven in Table 9.

( 3 )
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( 8 )

The EE/CA should not use the acronym "I{Atr in reference to
"removal  act ion" .  In  CERCLA, RA refers to  " remedia l
act ion" ,  which is  a  f ina l  act ion and is  not  covered bv an
EE/CA.

The references to ARARs in t.he text and in Table 8 are so
genera l  that  they are not  very usefu l .  The potent ia l
requi rements need to be descr ibed more speci f ica l ly  and
discussed wi th  speci f ic  re ference to  t .he proposed act ions.

The monitoring wells with PCBs above screening leveIs range
from 50 to  130 feet  f rom the shore l ine.  I t  is  not ,  c lear
whether addit ional invest. igation is planned to evaluate the
concentrat ions of  PCBs c loser  to  the shore l ine.  I t  is  a lso
unclear  how the p lacement  of  the sheet  p i l ing in
re lat ionship to  the shore l ine wi l l  be determined.

Groundwater extraction without containment was not
considered as an option. The cost. of groundwat.er extraction
alone should be ca lcu lated for  purposes of  compar ison.
Conversely, anot.her option that. was not considered was
containment without groundwater extraction. fn general, the
development of alt.ernatives needs more technical
just i f icat ion.  The basis  for  t ,he assumed wel l  spacing and
ext . ract ion rates and for  the length of  the conta inment  wal l ,
including the reasons for not making the wall a complete
c i rcu lar  conta inment  s t ructure,  should be prov ided.

Specif ic Comments:

Page ES-2, tshird paragraph: It  is stat.ed that there is
regulatory preference for discharge Lo the sewer syst.em
the drain system. This statement. is misleading and the
reason g iven is  incorrect .  Storm dra in d ischarge to  the
is prohibited, not by preference but by regulat. ion, and
sewer discharge has been chosen by the Nav)z as the most.
reasonable alternative .

over

Bay

2 . Section 1, page L, f irst paragraph: Update to reflect that
Parcels B and C groundwater plume removal actions are no
longer  being pursued.

Section 1, page L, third paragraph: The statement "The
groundwater contains relatively 1ow concentrations of
organic  compounds. . .  "  does not .  suppor t  the need for  a
removal  act ion at .  S i te  IR- t /21- .  I t .  should be expla ined here
that the levels are such t.hat they pose a threat to the Bay
and  aqua t i c  l i f e .
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6 .

Section 1, page L, third paragraph: "Hazardous substances"
should be speci f ied as those under  CERCLA.

Section 7-.1, page 3, second, paragraBh: The report states
that .  "addi t ional  conf i rmat ion samples wi l l  be co l lected at .
areas where iso lated detect ions are above screening
c r i t e r i a . . .  " .  P lease  d i scuss  how and  when  th i s  samp l ing
wil l  be done and the impact. on this removal action i f  these
iso lated detect ions are conf i rmed.

Sect ion 2.4.3,  page 14:  P lease prov ide hydrogeologic
character is t , ics  such as permeabi l i ty  and storat iv i ty  o f
t.hese aquifers and discuss aquifer tests that have been
per formed.  This  in format ion is  necessary both to  evaluate
the proposed a l ternat ives and for  the design.

Sec t i on  2 .7 .L ,  page  19 :  I t  i s  con fus ing  to  have
concen t ra t i on  da ta  ( i . e .  A roc lo r ,  A rsen ic  and  Lead)
referenced to a moni tor ing wel l  locat ion,  buL then presented
in mg/kg.  were t .hese samples taken f  rom in i t ia l  so i l
bor ings that  were la ter  developed in to moni tor ing wel ls?
P lease  c la r i f y .

Table L az:rd, 2, pages 2L-24: These tables would be more
useful i f  they included t.he location of the maximum
det .ect ion.  As current ly  presented,  i t  is  impossib le  to
assess whether  cont ,aminat ion is  cont isuous or  sporadic .

9.  Sect ion 2.8.3,  page 32,  second.  paragrraph:  f t  is  not
necessary to  inc lude in format ion on poss ib le  screening
scenar ios that  were considered but  not  adopted,  i .e .  the
di lu t ion factor  cr i ter ia .  I f  the Navy fee ls  compel led to
include this informat. ion, then an explanation that goes
further than "the regulatory agencies reconrmended a more
conservat ive approach"  needs to  be of fered.

10.  Sect ion 2.8.3,  page 38,  last  paragraph:  Appears that  the
major i ty  o f  we1ls  (1,2)  has h i ts  o f  PCB cont .aminants.  Why
the discrepancy between the text and the f igure? This
paragraph also states t.hat PAH and PCB detections are
l imited to the southeast. corner, whereas Figure 5 shows PAH
detect . ions scat tered over  the s i te .

1 ,L .  P lease  i nc lude  a  deb r i s  zone  on  F iqu re  5 .

Sect ion 2.8.3,  page 39,  th i rd  paragraph:  Just i f icat ion for
no fur ther  considerat ion of  n ickel  and copper  is  inadequate.
Unti l  background groundwater concentrations for these metal
can  be  es tab l i shed  fo r  t h i s  s i t e ,  d i sm iss ing  the
s igni f icance of  these levels  is  premature.

8 .
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13. Table 6 and TabLe 7: Check Tier 1 units and,/or
concentrat ions between these two tab les.  In  Tab1e 7,  zLrrc
is  l is ted as having a T ier  1  l imi t  o f  58mg/1 which is  the
equ iva len t .  o f  58 ,000U9 /1 ,  an  apparen t  e r ro r  i n  un i t s .  I n
addi t ion to  making sure a l l  un i ts  wi th in  tab les are correct . ,
p lease make them consis tent  between columns for  ease of
compar ison.

L4.  Sect ion 2.8.3,  page 39 and TabLa '7 ,  f i rs t  footnote:  What  is
the basis  and just i f icat ion for  d iscount ing contaminat ion
that appears in only one sample or in mult iple samples but
on l y  one  we1 l .

15.  Sect ion 3.3.2.2 page 44-45,  Table 8:  The federa l  ARARs
should include ARARs from the US Fish and Wildl i fe
Coord inat ion Act  16 which prohib i ts  water  po l lu t ion wi th  any
substance deleter ious to  f ish,  p lant  l i fe  or  b i rd  l i fe  and
requi res consul t ,a t ion wi th  the US Fish and Wi ld l i fe  Serv ice
and appropr ia te s tate agencies.  A lso,  rev ise the wet land
requi rement  to  inc lude min imiz ing t .he "dest ruct ion,  loss
and" degradat ion of  wet lands.

Tabl .e  8:  S ince PCBs are present ,  TSCA should a lso be
referenced.  The wet lands c i ta t . ion should be to  40 CFR Par t
6, Appendix A and Executive Order l-1990. The remainder of
the c i ta t ion should be deleted.  Coasta l  Zone Management  Act
c i t e  a s  S e c t i o n  3 0 7  ( c )  o f  1 6  U . S . C .  S S  L 4 5 I  e t  s e q .  s h o u l d
also inc lude t .he c i te  to  the Cal i forn ia publ ic  resources
Code  SS 30 ,000  e t  seq .  wh ich  i s  t he  S ta te  Coas ta l  Managemen t
Plan. The approved coast.al zone management program for San
Francisco Bay incfudes the McAteer-Petr is  Act  and the San
Francisco Bay Conservation and Development. Commission. The
goals  of  the Bay Plan are to  reduce bay f i l l  and d isposal  o f
dredged materials in the Bay and to maintain the water
qual i ty  and ecologica l  in tegr i ty  o f  the Bay.  The Navy
should coord inate wi th  BCDC to make i ts  consis t .ency
determinat ion.  AQMD Rules need a speci f ic  c i ta t ion.

I7 .  Sect ion 4.L.L.L,  B,age 47,  second.  paragraph:  Discuss the
ef fects  of  sa l in i ty  on the per formance of  bentoni te  and any
potent ia l  e f fect  on permeabi l i ty  o f  the s lur ry  wal l .

18 .  Sec t i on  4 .L .1 .3 ,  second .  pa rag raph :  S t ,a tes  "P i l e  d r i v i ng
requ i res  a  re la t i ve l y  un i fo rm,  l oose  so i l  p ro f i l e  f ree  o f
boulders and large refuse or  debr is  for  ease of
construct ion.  .  .  "  Having descr ibed the 1andf i l l  as
consis t ing in  par t  o f  debr is  and boulders,  wi l l  p i le  dr iv ing
act iv i t ies be a reasonable choice?

dtaylor
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2 5 .

2 6 .

Section 4.L.3, page 52, second. paragraph: This paragraph
ret.ains discharge to the sanit,ary sewer as a treatment
option. Although contaminant concentrations may be
acceptable, there is no discussion on whether this approach
wi l l  be a l lowable by the POTW. This  sect ion should inc lude
a d iscuss ion of  the l ike l ihood of  the POTW accept ing
contaminated waLer  f rom the s i te ,  wi t ,h  at tent ion g iven to
accept ing brack ish or  sa l ine water .

sec t i on  4 .1 .4 .L ,  page  53 :  Th i s  sec t i on  e l im ina tes  the
react ion wal ls  based on t renching costs .  These costs  are
not  1 ike1y to  be cost  prohib i t ive s ince the depth of  the
t . rench is  on ly  abouL 20 feet . .  fn  addi t ion,  s lur ry  wal ls  in
S e c t i o n  4 . 1 , . L . l -  w e r e  n o t  e l i m i n a t e d  f o r  c o s t  r e a s o n s ,  s o  i t .
appears inconsist.ent to dismiss reaction walls. The
frEquency of replacement over three years would not be
expected to  be s ign i f icant ;  p lease expla in how much repeated
trenching is needed, why it  is needed and why this makes the
opt ion cost  prohib i t ive.

sec t i on  5 .2 .L :  How w i l l  t he  sc reens  used  fo r  t he  we l l
po ints  be prevented f rom c logging wi th  the f ines t lzp ica l  o f
a r t i f i c i a l  f i l l  geo logy?

Section 5.2.2, page 60, second. paragraph: The sentence that
beg ins  "The  on l y  ac t i on -spec i f i c  ARAR fo r  A l te rna t i ve  2  . . "
should be changed f rom s ingular  to  p1ura1.  The reference is
to both air and hazardous waste management. requirements and
both requi rements need to be more speci f ica l ly  ident i f ied.

Sect ion 5.2.3,  paete 63 :  This  sect ion should inc lude a
discuss ion of  the permi ts  needed for  d ischarge to  the POTW
and the l ike l ihood of  POTW acceptance of  the waste s t ream
in to  the i r  f ac i l i t y .

Sect ion 5.2.4,  page 63:  The costs  for  removal  o f  the sheet
p i l ing should a lso be inc luded unless the sheet  p i l ing is  to
be le f t  i -n  p lace

Sect ion 5.3.L,  page 64:  Descr ibe what  is  to  be done wi th
the t rench spoi ls .  Disposal  o f  th is  so i l  could be cost ly .

2 I .  Sec t i on  5 .2 .L ,  page  59 :  P lease  d i scuss  any  mode l i ng  o r
calculations that have been performed to determine the
adequacy of the proposed waIl,  including such factors as
di rect ion of  groundwater  f low at .  the ends of  the wal I .  To
what radial extent. are the suction pumps capable of drawing
water?

2 2
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2 4
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2 1 Figrure 7: The f igure of the approximate containment wall
l-ocation was very helpful in understanding the preferred
al ternat ive.  Could the approx imate locat ions of  the wel l
po ints  a lso be inc luded on th is  f igure?

r f  you have any quest ions or  comments,  p lease ca l l  me at  (415)
7 44-23 89 .

S incere ly ,

A^*-{'@Z*
Anna-Marie Cook
Remedial ProjecL Manager

cc:  Shery l  Lauth,  EPA
Gavin McCabe, EPA
Cyrus Shabahari, DTSC
Richard Hiet t ,  RWQCB
Mike McClel land, EFAWest.
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